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Canadian Merger Policy and Its
International Implications
ERIC K. GRESSMAN

The implications of Canadian merger policy are of deep
concern to U.S. and other foreign investors who have invested or are considering investing in Canada. U.S. interests own 60 percent of Canada's
manufacturing industry.' In 1978, approximately 250 mergers in Canada
involved a foreign-owned or foreign-controlled buyer (usually U.S.). 2 There-

fore, it is not surprising that Canada's merger policy is no less important to
the decisions of foreign investors in Canada than the Justice Department's
policies are to domestic investors in the United States. At the same time, the
Canadian government and public are concerned with their merger policy as a
means of regulating foreign acquisitions that affect the economic well-being
of Canada.
Canadian merger policy is also important to explain the past and future
trends of U.S. investment in Canadian industries, the effects of foreign investment in Canada, and the response of Canadian authorities to transnational corporate concentration within their economy.
This article is divided into four sections: (1) the pre-1970 history of
Canadian merger policy, (2) the development of Canadian merger policy
during the 1970s, (3) the international ramifications of early and recent
Canadian merger policy, and (4) the future changes in Canadian merger
policy and their probable effects.

THE HISTORY OF CANADIAN MERGER POLICY:

1889-1969

CanadianAnti-merger Legislation

Despite the importance of policies generated by the Crown and the courts, a
study of Canadian merger policy must begin with an examination of Canada's antitrust statutes. The statutory language prescribes the limits within
which Canadian judges and prosecutors can act. In contrast to the U.S.
experience, 3 the impetus for the original antitrust legislation in Canada
Eric K. Gressman is a member of the class of 1981, University of Michigan Law
School.

CanadianMerger Policy - 173
came from small businessmen rather than from the general populace. In the
late nineteenth century, Conservatives felt pressure from powerful agricultural interests that were angry over the rising prices of farm implements,
which they viewed as a result of the domination of the farm implement
industry by a few combines. In response, the Conservatives attempted to
show their concern about the inflationary economic conditions brought on by
combines. 4 Acting without government support, Clarke Wallace, a Conservative member of Parliament, proposed the creation of a Select Committee to
examine the practices of combines. Parliament agreed to the proposal and
appointed Wallace to head the "Committee to Investigate and Report upon
Alleged Combines in Manufacturers, Trade and Insurance" (the Committee).
The Committee found that the evils caused by combines justified some form
of legislation,5 but only mildly condemned the actual combines investigated.
The Committee demonstrated more concern over nonmembers of combines
than in protecting consumers.6 Subsequently, Wallace introduced a bill
which met opposition from powerful business interests.7 When the Senate
received the bill for approval, it weakened its provisions by inserting the
condition that competition be "unduly" limited and prices be "unreasonably"
raised.' Though Wallace and his followers opposed these changes, they decided that a compromise bill was better than none at all, and although the
statute did not specifically mention mergers, it did set the tone for all future
merger legislation during this period. Perhaps the provision of S.C. 1889
relating to sanctions is most significant. The 1889 Act provided only for
criminal penalties, in part because legislators felt civil penalties might be
unconstitutional. 9 Criminal sanctions remain at the core of Canadian antitrust law.
The deterrent value of the legislation's misdemeanor sanctions is inconsiderable when compared to the treble damage sanction found in U.S. antitrust laws. Moreover, Canadian criminal law's burden of proof further depletes the government's arsenal against anticompetitive practices. The
Crown must prove beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant violated the
statute. This burden favors the defendant far more than the preponderance
of the evidence standard applicable to civil cases.
In addition to the statute's heavy burden of proof, enforcement under the
combines laws must meet the requirements of mens rea and strict construction. The mens rea standard increases the burden placed upon the Crown
and renders conviction more difficult.' ° Should the combines laws be reformed, legislation sufficiently specific to meet the standard of strict construction of criminal statutes must be implemented.
Aside from limiting antitrust actions to criminal prosecutions, the statute
favors alleged violators by requiring proof that defendants have conspired,
combined, agreed or arranged "unlawfully" to restrain trade, limit production, and so forth. The 1889 Act thus implies that corporations could engage
in anticompetitive practices lawfully. In this respect, the Canadian statute is
in sharp contrast to Section 1 of the Sherman Act, which provides that
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"[elvery combination in the form of trust or otherwise, in restraint of
trade... is... illegal" [emphasis added]. 1 The Sherman Act on its face thus
leaves corporations less -room than the Canadian anticombines act to argue
that their anticompetitive practices are somehow legal.
Finally, the defendant is favored by the requirement that a combination
must "unduly" limit production or lessen competition to be unlawful. The
government must prove substantial detriment to competition. This2 provision
provides the basis for arguments over the effect of a combination.'
During the first decade of the twentieth century a merger boom occurred in Canada, and the public and press began to connect mergers with
the rising cost of living. In response to public agitation over the perceived
economic consequences of mergers, Liberal Prime Minister Laurier and his
assistant, MacKenzie King, proposed legislation with primarily investigative
and publicity provisions. The 1910 Act was the first attempt to establish the
necessary administrative machinery at the federal level to enforce the anticombines laws. Although the government attorneys in the provinces had
authority before 1910 to prosecute corporations,' 3 these attorneys placed a
low priority on prosecuting white-collar crime, and none of the companies
responsible for the forty-seven mergers occurring from 1900-1909 were
prosecuted. 4
The statute, known as the Combines Investigation Act of 1910, provided
that if six or more Canadian residents made an application, a judge would
arrange a meeting between the complainants and the defendants. Following
the meeting, the judge could order an investigation, demand more information before proceeding, or refuse to investigate. If the judge decided to investigate, the minister of labor would be informed, and an ad hoc board would
1
be appointed. If an investigation found the defendants guilty of a violation,'
penalties, set at a maximum fine of $1000 a day and restricted to conduct
occurring after the report is filed, were imposed. Moreover, the 1910 Act
relied upon publicity as an official sanction of the government. The investigation report, upon which a violation would be founded, could also be published
in the Gazette for public dissemination.
Although Parliament included mergers within the definition of combines, King emphasized that the 1910 Act was not an attempt to legislate
against mergers. Aside from more specific language concerning mergers and
the penalty provision, the 1910 Act was similar to that of 1889.16 In retrospect, the 1910 Act was ineffective in controlling concentration because
there was no permanent machinery to enforce the board's decisions and
citizens were reluctant to come forward to complain.' 7 Attorneys in the provinces were similarly ineffective. Of 160 Canadian mergers occuring from
1910 to 1922, none were prosecuted."
In response to the continued high cost of living after World War I,
Parliament passed the Combines and Fair Prices Act as well as the Board of
Commerce Act. In doing so it set up the Board of Commerce (Board), and
gave it investigatory and judicial powers.' 9 In 1921, after the Supreme Court
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of Canada split upon the question of the Board's constitutionality, the Privy
Council declared the statute to be ultra vires, characterizing the Board of
economic legislation which was no longer apCommerce Act as emergency
2
plicable or necessary. 0
In 1923, MacKenzie King, now prime minister, helped pass the new
Combines Investigation Act (Combines Act). This act essentially continued
the policies of the 1910 legislation, but imposed new penalties and simplified
administrative procedures. Under this legislation the process of forming a
combine became an offense if it "operate[d] to the detriment or against the
interest of the public."2' However, the prime minister and most of Parliament
maintained the view that mergers normally are beneficial to business and
public. 22 By 1934, the newly elected Conservative government could not
ignore pressure for further legislation against corporate combinations. The
Dominion Trade and Industry Act established a commission to administer
the Combines Investigation Act. The Combines Act also permitted the government to control prices and production of all industries, but gave the Commission power to veto such control.'
What may ultimately be the most important amendment to the merger
provisions of the Combines Act, one that has been retained in present Canadian merger law, occurred in 1935.24 Parliament declared a merger to be
illegal where it "... has operated or is likely to operate to the detriment or25
against the interest of the public, whether consumers, producers or others."
The 1935 amendment created a heavy burden of proof upon the government
and has recently been interpreted as affording a defense to the charge of
illegal merger. 26 In 1946, Parliament added an amendment to the Combines
Act that "restored... a provision enabling the commissioner to proceed on
with an inquiry to determine whether a combine exists or is
his own initiative
27
being formed.

This series of legislative enactments succeeded in establishing an administrative machinery for investigation; however, prior to World War IIthe
Commission was greatly weakened by the lack of sufficient staff. The commissioner never had more than one or two professional assistants and some
clerical staff during the prewar periods. Expenditures were at a maximum of
$62,000 in 1940; however, $38,000 was used for legal fees and only $24,000
to cover the activities of the commissioner. 28 From 1923 to 1940, only twenty
reports were made, and only sixteen were published-an average of one per
corporayear.' None of these reports concerned mergers. Only one merging
30
tion was prosecuted during this period, and it was not convicted.
From 1940 to 1949, thirteen reports were published. Expenditures
reached a high of $169,000 in 1949 of which $65,000 went to legal fees and
$86,000 to salaries. 3 1 Of the reports, four concerned distribution of goods, two
covered contractors' activities, and seven reported on combines among manufacturers.32 After the war, a study of international cartels in manufacturing
was published. Large manufacturing firms thus became much more conspicuous among those investigated than before World War II.
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The Combines Act was further amended to provide for appointment of
deputy commissioners and to give such commissioners the power to gather
information and produce studies on monopolistic .conditions in Canada.
Other amendments designed to facilitate prosecutions provided that in combines prosecutions, corporations would not have the option of trial by jury.
During the 1940s, the commissioner of the Combines Branch had authority to enter premises, search for documents, subpoena witnesses, and
issue a report with or without government support. Businessmen claimed
that the commissioner acted as detective, prosecutor, judge, and sentencer
by publishing the report.33 The fact remains, however, the commissioner was
hampered by a lack of funds and'staff. No Ph.D. economists were Combines
Branch employees until 1949.
Because of the complaints about inadequate administration of the anticombines act, the government appointed the MacQuarrie Committee (Committee). The Committee recommended division of the functions of the commissioner into investigation and research agencies. The Committee also
called for more use of empirical studies. 34 Enacting only some of the MacQuarrie Committee's recommendations, the Parliament in 1952 divided the
Combines Branch into the Director of Investigation and Research and the
Restrictive Trade Practices Commission (RTPC).
The role of the Commission was to examine evidence presented to it by
the head of the Director of Investigation and Research and by the parties
injured by an alleged violation. The director of the Commission would then
issue a report. Legislators felt that mere publication of this report would
provide a deterrent effect and that the Commission could appraise the effect
of the practices (for example, heavy conglomerate merger activity in a certain
industry) upon the public interest.3 5 In practice, the director's inquiries were
mainly the result of informal complaints or newspaper reports. During the
1950s, the Combines Branch examined 815 complaints and submitted thirtyone reports to the minister. Unlike the U.S.'s FTC, there was no requirement
that all cases be disposed of by written36ruling, and the director and minister
had great discretion in dropping cases.
The 1951-52 amendments added the judicial remedy of dissolution to
the merger and monopoly provisions. An order of dissolution could be issued
even without a formal conviction, if the court found that an act constituting
37
or leading to an offense was likely to occur. Despite the detailed procedures
for investigation of combines that was established under the 1950s legislative
enactments, the Commission remained handicapped in several ways. Until
1959 the Commission's permanent staff consisted only of clerical personnel.
Its reports were often ignored by the Canadian press. Until 1957, the Commission sent a summary of published reports to the press, libraries, and both
houses of Parliament. Only five summary reports were published, charging
corporations in various industries with merging and monopolizing illegally.
Though no action was taken by the minister on these charges, the government at least signalled businessmen that it now regarded illegal mergers as
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38
worthy of investigation as price-fixing or resale price maintenance. However, since 1957, the Commission has only released a notice that a report has
been published.
Moreover, under the established procedures, issuance of the report ended the job of the RTPC. The decision whether or not to prosecute a corporation became a political or policy decision residing with the minister of justice.
After consulting an outside attorney, the minister could decide to prosecute,
normally appointing the lawyer that recommended prosecution to try the
case. However, if the corporation terminated its practice after the minister's
decision to prosecute, the case was usually dropped. The threat of prosecudeterrent to the continued existence of an
tion thus became an important
39
anticompetitive merger.
The government in 1960 appeased business by enacting legislation which
separated mergers and monopolies from the rest of the Combines Act. The
1960 amendments were perceived as weakening" ... the chances of proceeding against mergers...,40 From 1960 to 1969, nine charges of illegal merger
were leveled at companies of various industries. Some of the investigations
into these mergers were dropped because corporations decided to forego the
merger rather than face prosecution. In 1965, however, the government
4
issued an order of prohibition against a merger in the weed killer industry.
In addition, corporations were fined $40,000 in 1966 for a merger in the
chemicals industry, and in 1967 a merger was prohibited in the iron industry. 4 ' Although many commentators accused the government of practicing a
weak policy toward mergers, " the Combines Branch did demonstrate, considering its limited resources, that prohibition of illegal mergers was a top
priority. During the 1960s, the number of investigations into charges of
merger was greater than the number of price discrimination investigations,
and almost as great as the number of resale price maintenance investigations. 44 In retrospect, although Canada was one of the first to legislate
against combines, until the 1970s investigation and enforcement under the
statutes have been minimal.

The Policies of the Courts: 1889-1960
In the first eighty years of judicial interpretation, the courts developed important statutory and constitutional doctrines applicable to the Combines Act.
These doctrines were to provide the basis for the startling case law developments concerning mergers during the 1970s.
The British North American (B.N.A.) Act, originally passed by England's
Parliament, established the Canadian constitution and distributed powers
between the federal and provincial governments. Three grants of powers
could conceivably support federal anticombines legislation. The B.N.A. Act
provided the federal government with the general power to "make laws for
45
the peace, good order and good government of Canada." In addition, the
for passage of
authority
could
provide
commerce
power to regulate trade and
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a federal merger law. Finally, the federal government had authority over
criminal law which earlier was used to justify all Canadian merger law. The
primary areas of provincial4 sovereignty
are property, civil rights, and matters
6
of a local or private nature.
Since 1889, the courts have consistently upheld the federal combines
law solely on the basis of criminal law powers. In cases as early as 1881 the
courts restricted the general trade and commerce power to international and
interprovincial trade and general trade affecting the entire country.47 Each
time Parliament tried to move away from purely criminal restrictions in the
antitrust field, its actions were nullified by the courts. In 1921 the Privy
Council held in In Re the Board of Commerce Act, 1919 and the Combines
and Fair Prices Act, 191948 that the Board of Commerce Act, which empowered a board analogous to the U.S. FTC to investigate the restraint of
monopolies and mergers, fell beyond the constitutional authority of the federal government.
The Privy Council reiterated its opposition to any development of Canadian administrative remedies to combines violations in 1934, in O'Connor v.
Walden.4 9 The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council emphasized that the
Commission at the Combines Branch had no constitutional authority to determine the legal rights of parties involved before it. The Privy Council regarded the Commission as a purely administrative tribunal whose reports had
no legal significance. More recently, Justice Judson of Canada's Supreme
Court in CanadianFishing Co. v. Smith 50 emphasized in a dissenting opinion
that the holding of O'Connor was still valid.
Thus, in the constitutional area at least, the courts were a reactionary
force during this early period. Whenever a Canadian court confronted the
prospect of the development of an administrative tribunal similar to the
FTC, it severely limited the tribunal's powers. Legislators did not propose
extension of a private right of action in merger legislation fearing such
amendments would be held unconstitutional .5 Therefore, the legislative enactments over this period only added more administrative machinery and
penalties, but did not expand the scope of enforcement.
In the period prior to 1960, the courts increased the Crown's burden of
proof in merger cases beyond that which appeared on the face of the statute.
What emerged from the government's losses in the courts was the unstated
rule that the government had to prove the existence of a virtual monopoly in
order to win a merger case. In Rex v. Canadian Import Company,5 2 the government prosecuted a dealer of coal and coke in Quebec who had acquired all
other such dealers in the area. The court acquitted the defendants of the
charges, finding that the government had not proved sufficient detriment to
competition. In Rex v. Staples,53 the court found that control of 50 percent of
an industry was insufficient to establish control detrimental to the public.
The government's only successful case during this period came in 1953
in Rex v. Eddy Match Co.54 In Eddy Match, the government coupled its
merger charges with charges of monopolization and monopoly. From 1927 to
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1950 Eddy had a monopoly maintained by predatory practices, followed by
acquisition of new entrants. The court held that in a case with such a long
history of monopoly, merger with new entrants was detrimental to the public.
Eddy Match did not lead to rulings favorable to the government in
merger cases involving concentrated industries. In Regina v. Canadian
Breweries Ltd., 55 the Ontario Supreme Court reviewed the legality of a
merger which substantially increased the concentration of the beer industry.
The defendant brewery had gained control of thirty-seven other breweries in
Ontario over a 30-year period. Though the defendant held 61 percent of the
market, while Molson and Labatts together held 34 percent, the court failed
to consider whether or not the high concentration of the industry operated to
the public's detriment. Ruling for the defendant, Chief Justice McRuer noted
that he was bound to favor the defendant in criminal cases because of the
reasonable doubt standard, the circumstantial evidence rule, and the rule
favoring the defendant in the construction of penal statites. Thus, in Canadian Breweries, the court found that a merger which substantially increased
was not sufficient to convict
concentration in an already oligopolistic market
56
a defendant of a criminal combines offense.
Aside from requiring proof of a virtual monopoly in merger cases, Canadian cases showed signs of changing the meaning of public detriment. Early
decisions analyzed a combines case solely in terms of whether the activity
reduced competition. The courts assumed that a reduction of competition
was prima facie detrimental to the public. As early as 1912 the Canadian
Supreme Court emphasized that an alleged breach of a combines provision
should be analyzed from the point of view of harm to free competition.57 The
Supreme Court, in ContainerMaterials Ltd. v. The King,58 reiterated that the
anticombines provisions were enacted for the specific public interest in free
competition.
The view that Canadian merger law should be analyzed solely from the
perspective of the effect on free competition began to lose some of its force in
1958 when the Supreme Court decided Howard Smith Paper Mills Ltd. v.
The Queen.59 In .that case the appellants argued that their admittedly anticompetitive actions were designed to preserve a dying industry. The majority
held that the public had a right to free competition and appellants would not
be heard to argue that anticompetitive acts promote the public interests.
However, in an important dissent, Justice Cartwright indicated that if the
to the public, he would have had
appellants had proved the alleged benefit
60
some difficulty affirming the conviction.
Fearing that Justice Cartwright's view would gain majority support in
the Supreme Court, Parliament deleted the portions of the conspiracy provision of the anticombines statute that required a showing of detriment to the
public. However, Parliament retained the detriment language in the merger
and monopoly provisions. 6 ' This apparent oversight allowed the Supreme
Cartwright's position to destroy much of the
Court in the 1970s to utilize
62
merger provision's force.
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RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN CANADIAN

MERGER POLICY

Legislative Developments in the 1970s
Both the proposed and enacted statutes of the 1970s concerning Canadian
antitrust law in general, and merger law in particular, were radically different
from those enacted in the previous eight years. From 1889 to 1969, Parliament's amendments to the anticombines law were only moderate adjustments. 6 On the other hand, the reforms of the 1970s, resulting in the
passage of Foreign Investment Review Act of 1974 (FIRA), constituted fundamental changes in the justifications for, and the approach of, the combines
law.
In 1966, responding to the concern of the populace over the increasing
concentration of Canadian industries, the government requested that the
Economic Council (Council) prepare a report on competition policy. 64 The
Council's Interim Report on Competition Policy, published in 1969, stated
that the prime purpose of competition law was the promotion of economic
efficiency. The Council felt that some practices, such as price-fixing, marketsharing, and resale price maintenance, were inimical to the public interest,
and should invariably be prohibited. The Council also believed that mergers
and monopolies should not be dealt with as criminal offenses. The report's
rationale was that criminal law set up too onerous a burden of proof upon a
government attempting to prevent a harmful merger. The report went so far
as to declare that courts were improper forums for deciding whether to prohibit a merger. Instead, the Council recommended the formation of an expert
tribunal. Such a tribunal would allow mergers bringing about cost savings,
but would prohibit mergers increasing the market power of the defendants to
the disadvantage of the consumer. The feeling was that an expert tribunal
could weigh the economic costs and benefits of a merger better than a
criminal court. The Council thus adopted Justice Cartwright's position in
Howard Smith Paper Mills that mergers should not be analyzed solely for
their effect on free competition. 65 At the same time, the Council went beyond
the Justice's opinion by conferring jurisdiction upon a quasi-judicial tribunal
to make these economic judgments.
The report's concept of splitting combines cases into criminal and economic tribunals according to the nature of the offense became the cornerstone of the government's proposals to Parliament in the 1970s. Agreeing
with the report, the government perceived the purpose of competition law as
a means of achieving efficiency.66 The government also stood to gain the
political support of small businessmen for any reform that lessened the mar67
ket power of the large foreign and domestic conglomerates.
Despite the report's theoretical soundness, the government realized that
it stood on shaky constitutional grounds. To create an expert tribunal to
oversee monopolies and mergers, the federal government of Canada had
two options. It could seek to change the constitution to expand the trade
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and commerce power. However, changing the constitution is always difficult because provincial authorities, fearful of an assault on their sovereignty, are likely to oppose any expansion of federal power. The other option
was to refer the legislation to the Supreme Court to see whether the establishment of such a tribunal fell within the federal powers specified in the
B.N.A. Act. Some recent cases indicated that the Supreme Court might
uphold the constitutionality of a quasi-judicial tribunal,6" but the possibility
that the Court would reach the opposite result in this instance could not be
disregarded.
In spite of these constitutional problems, the federal government in 1971
sought, without success, passage of a bill that would have adopted the Council's recommendations.69 The bill provided that criminal procedures were
applicable only to per se offenses such as price-fixing. It also required registration with a competitive practices tribunal for all mergers involving gross
assets greater than $5 million or a foreign acquiring firm. The tribunal was
empowered to prohibit or dissolve a merger when it would engender significantly less competition.
In evaluating a foreign takeover, the tribunal was instructed to examine
whether the merger was likely to (1) extend the market power of the merged
firm in Canada, (2) extend the influence of an international cartel or oligopoly into Canada, or (3) restrict production or exports from Canada.
In the face of intense criticism of the 1971 proposed bill, especially from
large business interests, the government decided to redraft and resubmit it in
two phases. A revised version comprising the first phase became law at the
end of 1975.70
The new legislation abandoned the concept that certain anticompetitive
practices were per se offenses. It further pleased big business by retaining
the language of "undueness" and "unreasonableness" in proscribing trade
restraints. However, the bill stated that an agreement can be undue even if
the parties do not control virtually the entire relevant market.
Two major reforms instituted by the 1975 legislation signalled a commitment to more vigorous enforcement of anticombines laws. The act included
provisions for a private right of action for damages resulting from a violation
of the combines laws, although this was not extended to merger or monopoly
violations. Another fundamental reform was the provision that the breach of
an order issued by the Restrictive Trade Practices Commission constituted a
violation of the 1975 Act. Any person injured by the breach was given a
71
private right of action against the violator.
Some of the most controversial provisions of the government's legislation
were reserved for the second phase of the legislation. 72 Big business zealously
opposed governmental regulation of mergers, monopolization, and volume
discounts, and, as a result, the second bill was not passed. Whether a new
version of that bill is reintroduced will depend upon political developments.7'
Nevertheless, an examination of the contents of the proposed 1977 legislation is worthwhile, not only because it ultimately may be enacted, but also
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because it reflects the new attitudes of the government and much of the
Parliament toward changes in the merger laws.
Under the proposed amendments, the Competition Board (Board) is substituted for the Restrictive Trade Practices Commission. Consisting of five to
seven permanent members, the Board has as its main objective the examination of trade practices referred to it. The Board can examine mergers and
monopolies as well as trade practices specified in the Stage I amendments.
Mergers and monopolies under the bill are not criminal offenses, but a court
can impose criminal sanctions for violation of the Board's remedial orders.7"
The proposed legislation would also replace the previous director of investigation and research with the competition policy advocate. The Canadian
cabinet appoints the advocate and the deputy competition policy advocates.
75
The advocate's functions are essentially the same as those of the director,
but his quasi-judicial responsibilities include investigation of a greater number of practices that are reviewable by the Competition Board. The advocate
also has a more active role in presenting the government's position before
76
various administrative bodies.
Violation of the merger provisions of the 1975 Act would no longer be
considered a criminal offense under the proposed law. Instead of requiring
proof beyond a reasonable doubt of detriment to the public, a burden of proof
never overcome by the Crown in contested prosecutions, the bill substitutes
the Board's review on the "preponderance of the evidence" standard. The
Board can, if the advocate meets this standard, prohibit or dissolve a merger
77
if it substantially lessens competition.
The proposed legislation also addresses the coordination of review of
mergers under the combines statute with review of mergers under the Foreign Investment Review Act, enacted in 1974.78 To understand this portion of
the bill's provisions, one must first comprehend the details of the Foreign
Investment Review Act.
In response to public concern about the control of Canadian industries
by foreign firms, the Canadian government sponsored a study of foreign
investments. As a result of this study, Herb Gray, the minister of revenue,
wrote a report entitled Foreign Direct Investment in Canada.79 The Gray
Report, although noting the advantages of importing capital and technology,
warned against the dangers of increasing dependence on the United States.
The report recommended the establishment of a screening agency to review
the operations and investment of foreign-owned firms. The Gray Report led
the government to introduce a bill in Parliament to control foreign direct
investments and new takeovers by foreign-owned firms. Following the election of the Trudeau government, Parliament enacted the Foreign Investment
Review Act on April 9, 1974.
In general, the FIRA provides that no foreign person or foreign enterprise can "take over an existing Canadian business, or... establish a new
Canadian business unrelated to any of its existing Canadian businesses,
without first receiving the approval of the government of Canada."' The
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criteria used by the cabinet to decide whether to allow a foreign takeover or
direct investment is whether the investment "is or is likely to be of significant
benefit to Canada."8' This criterion is a significant switch from that used by
the old combines laws, which disallow mergers by a foreign or domestic
acquirer only if they are "of significant detriment to the public."
Section 2(2) of the Foreign Investment Review Act enumerates five
factors the cabinet should consider in deciding whether the merger or investment is "of significant benefit to Canada." These are:
(a) the effect of the acquisition or establishment on the level and nature of economic activity in Canada, including, without limiting the
generality of the foregoing, the effect on employment, on resource
processing, on the utilization of parts, components and services produced in Canada, and on exports from Canada;
(b) the degree and significance of participation by Canadians in the
business enterprise or new business and in any industry or industries in Canada of which the business enterprise or new business
forms or would form a part;
(c) the effect of the acquisition or establishment on productivity, industrial efficiency, technological development, product innovation and
product variety in Canada;
(d) the effect of the acquisition or establishment on competition within
any industry or industries in Canada; and
(e) the compatibility of the acquisition or establishment with national
industrial and economic policies, taking into consideration industrial and economic policy objectives enunciated by the government
or legislature of any province likely to be significantly affected by
the acquisition or establishment.8 2
The FIRA also designates a procedure for choosing a minister as the
administrator of the FIRA, and establishes the Foreign Investment Review
Agency (Agency) to "advise and assist the Minister in connection with the
administration of the Act."'8 3 The agency is purely an advisory body. Decisions as to whether to allow an acquisition by a foreign corporation or person
remains with the cabinet.
Section 20 of the FIRA contains provisions for enforcement. The government can seek a court order to "render nugatory" a foreign direct investment
or acquisition contravening the act. The court can prohibit a shareholder's
exercise of voting rights, or require the divestiture of property or shares.84
Prior to the passage of FIRA, the federal and provincial governments
intervened ad hoc to prevent foreign acquisition of a greater control of Canadian markets. The federal government prevented the foreign acquisition of
Denison Mines Ltd. in 1972 and the proposed foreign takeover of Home Oil
Company Ltd. in 1972. Occasionally, the provincial governments
during the
85
early seventies took steps to prevent foreign acquisitions.
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Since the passage of FIRA, the cabinet has approved most of the proposed takeovers but has rejected some undesirable acquisitions. In the first
year of FIRA's operation, the cabinet allowed thirty-six Canadian-controlled
companies to be acquired; three of these companies had assets exceeding
$5 million. The primary reason given for disallowing a merger was that it
decreased
Canadian ownership without sufficient offsetting benefit to
86
Canada.
The inconvenience foreign investors suffer as a result of FIRA may deter
some acquirors. Approval by the cabinet of a proposed foreign acquisition
rarely occurs within three months of registration with the Agency. Foreign
corporations' officers must frequently attend Agency hearings and seek local
legal advice. Recently, the Agency has begun to monitor the performance of
undertakings by applicants whose investments were allowed. Naturally,
some foreign investors
would prefer that the government did not scrutinize
87
their activities.
The federal government's commitment to opposing mergers was underscored by its efforts in the courts. The government secured two convictions
of corporations that violated the merger provisions of the combines law in the
cases of Regina v. Electric Reduction Co. of Canada (the ERCO case) 88 and
Regina v. K. C. Irving Ltd.,89 although the decision of the trial court was later
overturned by the Supreme Court in K. C. Irving.90 Thus, the government
during the 1970s evinced a vigorous opposition to corporate concentration
caused by mergers.
The 1977 proposed legislation had attempted to coordinate the efforts of
the proposed Competition Board and the Foreign Investment Review Agency.
Under the bill, when an acquisition is referred to the Agency for clearance,
the Agency must advise the advocate of such application, after 9which
the
1
advocate has fifty days to proceed against the merger in question.
The Courts' Policies During the 1970s
Although the courts have not directly ruled on the constitutionality of the
new legislation, there are indications that they would uphold the use of the
trade and commerce power to justify the establishment of federal quasijudicial tribunals and agencies to review the legality of mergers. Courts during this era broadly interpreted the federal government's authority over interprovincial and international trade. In Burns Foods Ltd. v. Attorney General,92
the court upheld federal government direct regulation of commerce that
affected interprovincial trade. In 1972, the year before Burns Foods, Chief
Justice Jackett of the Federal Court of Appeals broadly interpreted the general trade and commerce power to uphold federal regulation of general business standards in Vapor CanadaLtd. v. McDonald.93
Aside from enunciating a liberal interpretation of federal powers under
the British North American Act, the lower courts have accepted federal
power to enforce the merger cases. The dispositions of Regina v. Electric
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Reduction Co. of Canada94 and Regina v. K. C. Irving Ltd. 5 indicate that the
government can win merger cases in the lower courts.
In the ERCO case, the corporate defendant pleaded guilty to a merger
charge, even though no company had ever before been convicted of a merger
offense when the charge was contested. From 1956 to 1966, ERCO was the
sole producer of industrial phosphates in Canada. In May 1959, ERCO purchased Dominion Fertilizers, a new entrant into the industrial phosphate
market. ERCO also entered into reciprocal agreements with C.I.L. and Cyanimid under which both firms agreed not to enter the industrial phosphates
market. ERCO apparently decided that the government could obtain convictions for these offenses if a trial were held, and therefore pleaded guilty.
In K. C. Irving, the government convinced a trial court that a company
had violated the merger provisions of the Combines Act. K. C. Irving, over a
period of several years, acquired all five English-language dailies in New
Brunswick. Though the conviction was later overturned,9 6 the legitimacy of
the government's commitment to preventing mergers it considered illegal,
and the perceived competence of the Combines Branch attorneys, was substantially enhanced by the trial court's decision.
The two cases may also have inaugurated a new approach to remedies
for violations of the merger laws. This approach emphasizes the use of orders
of prohibition rather than fines. Although ERCO was fined a total of $30,000,
it was also subjected to an order prohibiting its anticompetitive practices.
Realizing the failure of criminal fines as remedies, the court in ERCO resorted to a prohibitive order to prevent abuses likely to occur as a result of the
merger. Some commentators believe that ERCO inaugurated a new conductoriented approach to the problem of corporate concentration.9 7 If this view is
correct, the courts have decided that the criminal remedies are inadequate
when applied to merger cases, and that a dissolution of the merger or a
prohibitory order preventing abuses of the merger is necessary. This view is
consistent with the trial court ruling in K. C. Irving, since the court found it
necessary to order K. C. Irving to sell both of its Mocton Papers as well as pay
a $150,000 fine.
Perhaps the most important ruling of the 1970s was that of the Canadian
Supreme Court in K. C. Irving, in which the court reinterpreted the "public
detriment" language of the merger and monopoly provisions. In a unanimous
decision, the Supreme Court concluded that, to prevail on a charge of creating an illegal merger or monopoly, the Crown must do more than show that
the accused extinguished all independent competition. Referring to cases
citing Justice Cartwright's opinion in Howard Smith Paper Mills Ltd.,98 the
Canadian Supreme Court held that the Crown must also show that the
extinction of competition was, or was likely to be, to the detriment of, or
against the interest of, the public. Since there was no finding of fact supporting this part of the merger and monopoly offenses, the Supreme Court dismissed the charges.
Professor Roberts of the University of Western Ontario law faculty as-
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serts that prior to the Supreme Court's ruling in K. C. Irving, Parliament, the
Economic Council of Canada, the minister of consumer and corporate affairs,
economists, and legal scholars all regarded the public detriment elements of
the merger and monopoly provisions as relevant only to the extent of injury
to the competitive process. 99 According to Roberts, the law before K. C. Irving
contemplated just one public interest: the public interest in maintaining and
encouraging competition. A detriment to the public interest occurs when
there exists a real or threatened injury to the competitive process.
Roberts believes that the Supreme Court came to its surprising conclusion because it felt that two premises of the competition laws were inconsistent without the newly established rule in K. C. Irving. The merger and
monopoly provisions did not contemplate the prohibition of all monopolies.
Yet, the prime purpose of competition law is to promote competition. Logically, all monopolies fail to promote competition and should therefore be
prohibited. Because the Supreme Court could not square the two premises
without invalidating all monopolies and mergers, the Canadian Supreme
Cartwright's
Court reinterpreted the detriment standard to conform to Justice
00
opinion and thus avoid the logical inconsistencies of the Act. 1
Roberts labels the K. C. Irving decision a disaster to the enforcement of
merger laws, because it asks trial courts to act as economists and social
scientists. Trial courts under K. C. Irving must decide whether the merger or
monopoly constitutes an injury to the public interest and whether the injury,
if it exists, is outweighed by the social benefits of the merger or monopoly.
This would require trial judges to identify and rank countless public policies
and then derive and apply the same kind of standards as are applied to
detailed public regulation of industry. To be meaningfully applied, the criteria implicit in the K. C. Irving decision require continuous supervision of

industry.101
Though Roberts is probably correct in his assessment of K. C. Irving as a
blow to the reforms of the merger laws, he overstates his argument by concluding that K. C. Irving renders the merger and monopoly laws unenforceable. The K. C. Irving ruling would be enforceable if Parliament passed a bill
establishing a specialized tribunal capable of analyzing a merger case according to the K. C. Irving criteria. 102 In addition, Roberts neglects to analyze the
impact of the FIRA. FIRA is not subject to the K. C. Irving decision and
could in the future constitute a major deterrent to foreign acquisitions.

THE INTERNATIONAL RAMIFICATIONS OF
CANADIAN MERGER POLICIES: 1889-1979

The most discernible effect of Canadian merger policy has been upon the
number of foreign acquisitions. A regression analysis would provide a quantitative measure of the effect of weak and strong merger policies on the number of foreign acquisitions. There are difficulties with determining the effect

Canadian Merger Policy - 187
of merger policy through the use of regression analysis. It would be difficult
to subject the merger policy variable to regression analysis, since policy is a
nebulous notion. One also encounters difficulties determining when a policy
begins to become effective. Moreover, policies can be contradictory when one
branch of government pursues a course of conduct different from another.
Regressing Canadian merger policies on the number of foreign mergers
is thus difficult, though not impossible. °3 The difficulty in this process, however, does not mean that some conclusions concerning the effect of Canadian
policies are totally speculative. Policies of one branch are often consistent
with those of another. The effect of coordinated policy is easier to perceive
since one could connect a weak or strong policy to a change in the number of
foreign mergers when all branches adopt the same rather than different
policies. Moreover, observers of U.S. merger policy have generally agreed
that antitrust laws do have demonstrable effects on business activity. The
growth of conglomerates in the United States during the 1960s is often
attributed to the application of more per se rules against vertical and horizontal acquisitions.'° 4 In addition, many cite the Burger Court decisions against
in antitrust cases as contributing to the merger boom of the
the government
05
mid-1970s. 1
From 1889 to 1969, the three branches of Canadian government generally followed a consistent policy toward mergers. Thus, one need not worry
about evaluating conflicting influences of the courts, legislature, and
agencies during the early period. From an examination of the three mergerboom periods, the effect of policy is evident. The greatest expansion of the
number of foreign mergers occurred at four times: 1900 to 1913; the 1920s;
the late 1950s to the late 1960s; and 1975 to 1978.106
In analyzing the merger booms, there is some indication that the number of foreign acquisitions in Canada depended upon the relative development of Canadian and U.S. merger law. The early 1900s witnessed increases
in the number of total and foreign mergers in Canada, 10 7 with the British
accounting for most of the foreign acquisitions.
Apparently British investors compared the merger policy positions of the
United States and Canada and often found Canada preferable. During this
period, merger policy seems to have had an influence. The 1889 Act was still
very new and uncertain in application. Moreover, the Canadian government
brought no prosecutions against mergers and hence there was no case law
on mergers in Canada. In contrast, the United States did have an established
antitrust case law. From 1904 to 1911, the Sherman Act was interpreted as
prohibiting every contract in restraint of trade.'10 Although the Sherman Act
was not directly applied to mergers, it is conceivable that businessmen hesitated to merge in the United States because courts might find the acquisition
to be in restraint of trade.
The United States did not experience a merger boom from 1900 to 1913.
09
During this period, the number of U.S. mergers declined significantly.'
United States and foreign businessmen contemplating a merger may have

188 - Foreign Approaches
found Canada a safer legal environment, and this phenomenon fueled the
merger boom in Canada. It is interesting to note that the subsequent decline
in merger activity coincides with Parliament's passage of the 1910 Act, which
included mergers within the definition of combines. 1 o
Merger booms occurred in both the United States and Canada during
the 1920s. During the 1920s, U.S. investment continued to erode the dominance of British investment in Canada. The high correlation between U.S.
and Canadian mergers indicates that decisions to merge in Canada were
based on the economic conditions in the United States rather than merger
policies. However, Canadian law probably encouraged U.S. firms to merge
with companies in Canada. During the 1920s, Canadian antitrust law was in
a state of chaos. The temporary nullification of all merger policy by the
Canadian Supreme Court in 1921 coincides with the beginning of the
merger boom."' Americans may have perceived that new legislation on
mergers in the 1920s would take time to implement and would be similar to2
the 1910 Act under which the prosecutors took no action against mergers." 1
Statistics reveal that the growth of foreign mergers in Canada was more
sustained than the increase in mergers in the United States during the
1960s. Canadian merger law probably appeared relatively more attractive
than U.S. acquisition law to U.S. and other foreign investors. In the United
States, the Warren Court almost always ruled against the defendant in
merger cases."' The law on mergers was far less developed in Canada than
in the United States. The Cellar-Kefauver Amendment to the Clayton Act in
the United States strengthened the Justice Department's position against
mergers by expanding the jurisdictional reach of Section 7 .114 In contrast, the
1960 amendments to Canadian antitrust law ensured that corporations could
merge unmolested by Canadian regulation. Though there was much public
debate during the 1960s over the problem of transnational corporate concentration, major reforms did not occur until the 1970s.
The number of foreign acquisitions in Canada grew at an unprecedented
rate from 1975 to 1978, though at a slower rate from 1977 to 1978. This
occurred in spite of a decline in the number of domestic mergers.
One can devise a number of theories explaining these trends by focusing
upon the reaction of foreign investors to the reforms of the 1970s. Perhaps
foreigners believed, as did Professor Roberts, that the Canadian Supreme15
Court in 1975 announced the death of merger policy in K. C. Irving.
Foreign businessmen may have reasoned that Canadian criminal courts did
not have the capacity to convict a corporation of a merger offense using the
complex economic criteria specified in K. C. Irving. Moreover, the foreign
corporations may have decided that the Phase II amendments, which would
have set up machinery that could enforce the merger laws according to
economic criteria, had no chance of passage since the big business lobby in
Canada was vehemently opposed to them. According to this theory, the foreign corporations decided that they could take over Canadian firms without
molestation from government authorities.
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The above theory ignores the effect of the FIRA on the decision making
of foreign corporations. Professor Douglas F. Lamont demonstrates that the
anticipation of FIRA and ad hoc intervention of the Crown and provincial
governments to prevent foreign acquisitions led to a decline in foreign
investment." 6 The decline of foreign mergers in Canada in the early 1970s is
consistent with a theory that the first year of FIRA and the ad hoc intervention of Canadian governments induced foreign corporations to look elsewhere. Professor Lamont asserts that U.S. firms from 1970 to 1973 did not
choose Canadian firms for acquisitions because of radical change in the
investment climate. During this three-year period, the U.S. share of total
foreign investment in Canada decreased from 82 percent to 78 percent."7
The Germans apparently perceived in like manner the new Canadian attitudes toward foreign investment. From 1970 to 1973, the percentage of total
foreign investment decreased from 36 percent to 34 percent."' According to
Lamont, the rate of increase in U.S. foreign investment in Canada slowed
during the early 1970s because 9 U.S. corporations decided better opportunities could be found elsewhere.'
It was possible that the impact of FIRA would lead to less foreign investment. Certainly the power granted the cabinet under the FIRA could have
provided a deterrent to foreign investment. However, the increase in the
number of foreign mergers in Canada during the late 1970s indicates that
foreign investment via acquisition did not decrease. This phenomenon cannot be explained by comparison with the state of U.S. merger law. The
Burger Court during this period almost inevitably held for the defendant in
antitrust cases.' 2" Firms would probably find the United States a more conducive legal environment for mergers, at least with respect to conglomerate
mergers.
There are a number of theories which could explain the recent increase in
foreign acquisitions. Foreign corporations may have developed expertise in
dealing with the FIRA. In anticipation of FIRA, multinational corporations
may have reduced their acquisitions for fear that obtaining government approval would be difficult and costly. As soon as it was clear that the Foreign
Investment Review Agency would approve the majority of applications for
acquisitions, foreign firms may have decided to apply for as many acquisitions
as possible before the Agency became more suspect of foreign takeovers.
A contributing factor to the increase in foreign acquisitions may have
been that many of these acquisitions were in service industries outside the
jurisdiction of the Agency. The legislature apparently was of the belief that
the national interest was threatened less by foreign acquisitions outside the
manufacturing and resource industries; moreover, such acquisitions usually
a Canadian sensitivinvolved a small amount of assets. This attitude reflects
2
ity to foreign takeover of their natural resources.' '
Moreover, since coal and rubber industries were already heavily concentrated in foreign hands, 22 much of the foreign investment in the 1970s
occurred in other areas. In addition, during the 1970s the Agency demon-
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Table 1.
4

2
Percentage Distributionof Types of Mergers, Canadaand the United States'

Percentage of Total Mergers
1974
1945-61
1972
1973

Country

Type of Merger

Canada

Broad horizontal
Horizontal
Geographic market
extension
Product extension
Other

68.25
40.23

Vertical
Conglomerate
United States
Broad horizontal
Horizontal
Geographic market
extension
Product extension
Vertical
Conglomerate

66.9

68.9

67.7

22.43
9.31

12.3
18.8

12.5
18.6

9.2
23.1

1948-63
67.02
23.21

58.6

56.2

62.9

17.2
24.1

11.0
32.8

4.8
32.3

12.71
9.71
5.60

5.64
38.17
19.89
12.74

strated a tendency to allow foreign mergers which did not involve a great deal
of assets.12
Another radical change that occurred in Canada during the 1970s was
an increase in the number of conglomerate acquisitions. Table 1 shows the
changes in percentages distribution of types of mergers in Canada and the
United States.
From table 1, it is apparent that the percentage of broad horizontal
mergers has not changed in Canada from the immediate postwar years
through the early 1970s. Meanwhile, broad horizontal mergers have declined
over the same period in the United States. One of the reasons for the decline
in U.S. horizontal mergers is the Supreme Court's application of more stringent rules of illegality to horizontal and vertical mergers. 125 In Canada, the
courts did not develop any per se rule against horizontal mergers. Thus,
Canada became a safe area for merging with a competitor, and the steady
percentage of horizontal mergers throughout these years is not surprising.
In both the U.S. and Canada, vertical mergers decreased throughout the
1970s. The decrease in the United States can be attributed to the per se rules
of illegality applied by the Supreme Court to many vertical acquisitions. The
decrease in the Canadian percentage may be attributable to the exhaustion of
foreign investment opportunities in the mining and natural resource indus-
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tries. In the earlier period, foreign interests sought control of the natural
resources of the industry. By the 1970s foreign manufacturers may have
exploited all the possibilities of gaining control of Canada's natural resources
and may have sought to expand their markets by merging with a firm in an
unrelated industry.
At the same time, FIRA and ad hoc government interaction may have
reduced the number of vertical mergers. Foreign manufacturers arguably
desire to gain control of the natural resources necessary for the production of
their products. If the foreign manufacturers could not merge vertically in
their own countries, Canada would be a logical alternative location for such a
merger during the immediate postwar era, since the Canadian government
was not prohibiting such acquisitions. This theory accounts for the high
percentage of vertical mergers from 1945 to 1961. The change in the government's attitude toward foreign acquisitions of natural resources may have
triggered a drop in the percentage of vertical mergers during the 1970s.
Finally, conglomerate mergers have been on the rise in both countries. A
contributing reason for the increase in percentage of conglomerate mergers
in the United States could be that the Supreme Court has not been able to
26
apply traditional market acquisition analysis to conglomerate acquisitions.
Merger policy may also have contributed to the rise in conglomerates in
Canada. There is no Canadian case law on conglomerate mergers. Furthermore, it is very difficult to prove a lessening of competition from a conglomerate merger. Conglomerate mergers do not alter the number of firms in an
industry. One must therefore resort to theories of potential competition to
prove a violation. Since Canadian courts have not enunciated a potential
competition theory, proof of a violation of the law as a result of a conglomerate merger is exceedingly difficult. This difficulty may have contributed to
the increase in the number of foreign conglomerates in Canada.
Aside from altering the number and type of foreign acquisitions in Canada, merger policy or lack of it has not impeded foreign ownership of Canadian industries. As a result of mergers and direct investments, foreign interests in Canada own 95.5 percent of petroleum and coal industries; 93.1
percent of rubber products; 86 percent of the transportation equipment including automobiles; 84 percent of tobacco products; 81 percent of the
chemicals industry; and over 50 percent of the machinery and electrical
industries.' 2 7 Despite reforms, the merger laws have not prevented this high
level of foreign ownership. Such ownership has several important impacts.
Many Canadians of the 1970s view U.S. control as detrimental to their
international trade. Many argue that multinational firms use factors of production that are extrememly mobile; such firms would therefore not make
decisions solely on the grounds of the most efficient use of Canadian
resources. 2 8 Canadian observers emphasize that foreign firms are ethnocentric and that the host country will tend to end up with fewer economic
benefits from the foreign investor. The net result of concentration of industrial control in foreign hands is seen as a less favorable trade balance and
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fewer collateral benefits such as research and development and management
training.129
This line of argument is not unassailable. Much of Canada's production
must be exported because the home country itself consumes less than half of
its products. Canada exports over 50 percent of the goods it produces,
whereas large industrial countries consume 80-85 percent of their domestic
production.' 3 Furthermore, Canada benefits from exposure to the more sophisticated techniques of research and development and management training practiced by some large U.S. firms.
Even if Canadians have a less than fully realistic view of the impact of
transnational corporate concentration, their perceptions may be the most
important result of such concentration. Canadian scholars have written many
volumes concerning their fears of domination by such U.S. firms as Exxon
and General Motors.'31 Some fear the rejuvenation of the discredited continental thesis, which asserts that Canada and the United States32will merge
their respective economies to form one North American market.'
These fears can be explained by the recent increase in foreign acquisitions and control of markets. During the 1950s and 1960s, Canadians openly
admired the United States, and some called for continentalism. 33 However,
throughout the 1970s Canadians became disillusioned with the U.S. presence. Opposition to U.S. investment
in Canada was directly correlated with
34
U.S. control of Canadian industry.'
Since high foreign investment and acquisition led to discontent among
the more densely populated provinces, the federal government became convinced that something had to be done to counter the economic power of U.S.
finns in Canada. This conviction led to the passage of FIRA and to various
investments undertaken by the government of Canada to prevent foreign
acquisitions. 135 Discontent in areas like Ontario led to several investments
by
36
provincial governments to counter U.S. acquisitions of Canadian firms.'
Because of foreign domination, Canada's economy is subject to some
extent to changes in the economies of other countries. On the other hand,
Canada benefits in several ways from U.S. domination of industry, such as
the advantages of economies of scale achieved by big U.S. firms and cultural
exchanges inherent in transnational investment.

PROBABLE FUTURE CHANGES IN

CANADA'S

MERGER POLICY

AND THEIR EFFECTS

Canadian merger law in the 1980s will in all probability be more aggressive
than in the past toward preventing foreign acquisitions. Parliament is unlikely to pass all of what was contained in the proposed 1977 legislation
because of the intense business lobby against any regulation of mergers.
However, some form of civil legislation dealing with mergers will probably
emerge. The government now realizes that application of criminal law to
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merger violations is inappropriate, particularly in light of the unrealistic standards of review imposed upon criminal courts by K. C. Irving. Furthermore,
Parliament should feel confident of its constitutional authority to enact such
provisions since recent Supreme Court decisions have expanded the federal
government's general trade and commerce power.
The federal government in the 1980s will probably seek to enforce antimerger laws more vigorously, especially against foreign firms. Even if Parliament makes no changes in the merger law, the government has the power
under FIRA to prevent most foreign acquisitions. Since nationalism is growing within Canada, the government may feel political pressure to demonstrate its opposition to U.S. domination of Canada's industries, particularly if
the increase in foreign acquisitions continues. The government also seems
convinced that foreign control of key industries must be curtailed in order to
promote economic efficiency.
The courts are probably the only branch of government in Canada that
will lack vigor in their policy against mergers in the 1980s. As K.C. Irving
demonstrated, the Supreme Court is not overly concerned with ensuring that
the merger laws are efficiently enforced, because it established standards of
review for mergers which could not possibly be applied by lower courts.
However, it is unlikely that the Supreme Court, using the recent expansive
interpretations of federal powers, would declare a civil law covering mergers
unconstitutional.
If Canada does institute a more vigorous policy against foreign acquisitions, the overall number of foreign mergers should decline. But assuming
that foreign investors maintain interest in the Canadian market, the number
of foreign conglomerate mergers should increase, since foreign corporations
would perceive that the Crown has the greatest difficulty proving a lessening
of competition in cases involving conglomerate acquisitions. The percentage
of horizontal mergers should remain about the same unless the Canadian
courts or quasi-judicial tribunals develop per se rules against such mergers,
and foreign vertical mergers will probably decline because Canadians fear
the control of their natural resources by foreign manufacturers and are likely
to enforce vigorously their antitrust laws in this area.
The decline in the level of foreign investment may ultimately lead to a
demand for reform of the merger laws to encourage such investment. As
stated above, the rise of nationalism and opposition to foreign investment is
directly related to the amount of foreign investment. If vigorous merger laws
result in a drastic reduction in foreign investment, antagonism toward such
investment will wane considerably. Foreign investment in urban areas may
become as negligible as it is in rural areas of Canada. In areas of low foreign
investment, the people and laws favor foreign investment in order to stimulate their local economy. Eventually, the Canadian populace in urban areas
will demand that greater foreign investment be allowed. Thus, ironically,
vigorous foreign merger laws may ultimately lead to a call for merger policies
favoring foreign investment and acquisitions.
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